The modern study of the Hebrew Bible within its ancient NearEastern context is well into its second century. It has always prided itself on its historically grounded sensitivity to the ancient literatures that form its object of study. The Bakhtin school has succeeded in my opinion in unmasking the weaknesses of this ancient Near-Eastern discipline at precisely that point where it has supposed its greatest strength to reside. Bakhtin's immensely erudite researches into ancient and modern literatures show to an almost embarrassing degree the theoretical naiveté of the historiographic dimensions of modern biblical study. The majority of modern studies on biblical texts remains firmly fixed in a nineteenth-century mode of historical 135 1 investigation. As such, the historical perception of biblical texts remains today static and stagnant. We in biblical studies have been waiting a long time for new diachronically perceptive tools of analysis. The question that remains to be answered is whether we are ready to recognize the relevance and value of "the dialogic imagination" for our own object of study.
As for Bakhtin's potential contributions to the literary study of the Bible, it has been pointed out many times that this latter project is still in its infancy within biblical studies. Apart from important beginnings such as Robert Alter's The Art ofBiblical Narrative, most of the literary forays into biblical texts have been of the French Structuralist variety. The challenges and potential of Mikhail Bakhtin's insights into language and literature are of a profoundly different nature and promise to be, in my opinion, more far-reaching and longlasting. I have no idea whether biblical studies of the next few decades will proceed in the direction I would hope. Nevertheless, the precariousness of the situation, and the high stakes that are involved in its clarification make the future of this discipline exciting to contemplate.
A second, related question asks whether Bakhtinian theory is internally first the answer would seem to be no. Central to this position is Bakhtin's conception of the authoritative word:
The authoritative word demands that we acknowledge it, that we make it our own; it binds us, quite independent to any power it might have to persuade us internally; we encounter it with its authority already fused to it. The authoritative word is located in a distanced zone, organically connected with a past that is felt to be hierarchically higher. It is so to speak, the word of the fathers. (Holquist 342) There could hardly be a more clear-cut example of the authoritative word than the Bible, and within the Bible the authoritative word reigns supreme in the Book of Deuteronomy. 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 9, Iss. 1 [1984] We can find reflexes, in Moses' own words, of this struggle between on one hand the tendency of the authoritative word to overpower, to dominate from without, and on the other that of the internally persuasive word to win over from within. The authoritative word is represented by Moses' command in 13:1 "Everything that I command, you shall be careful to do; you shall not add to it or take from it." The basis however for Moses' lawcode to be freely developed, to be applied to new conditions, to enter into inter-animating relationships with new contexts, to reveal ever new ways to mean as Bakhtin puts it, that basis is reflected in chapter eighteen of the Book, also within the lawcode, where Moses says "The LORD your God will raise up for you from your midst from your brethren a prophet like me-him you shall heed" (18:15). As Moses takes God's word and internally dialogizes it, so too the lawcode provides for the subsequent necessity of making Moses' word internally dialogic. The Deuteronomic narrator takes center stage in the following six books of the Bible by strategically exalting Moses' word in Deuteronomy.
We come therefore to the second overt struggle between words within the book. This struggle is even more basic to narrative than the one we have just discussed. The tension between God's word and Moses' word is one between characters in a narrative; a more fundamental struggle for authority is between the narrator of the book and his principle character or hero, Moses.
The emphasis in Deuteronomy is on the legislative and judicial word of God, and the conveyors of this word are two: Moses and the narrator. In interpreting the book, do we understand Moses' word as subordinate to the narrator's or is the narrator's word subordinate to that of Moses? The narrator might be said to be the main carrier of the implied author's ideological stance since he alone conveys to us Moses' conveying of the words of God that constitute most of the book. But if so, one notices that the narrator, as vehicle for the book's ultimate semantic authority (that is, he alone can tell us what Moses says that God says to the reader of the book), seems at great pains to impress upon his readers that it is Moses, and Moses alone, who possesses the type of reliable authority to convey accurately and authoritatively the words of God that permeate most of the book. We find ourselves in a dilemma: we are asked by the narrator to accept his 6 Studies in 20th & 21st Century Literature, Vol. 9, Iss. 1 [1984] We can respond to this narrative dilemma with the following assumption: the ultimate semantic authority, the main ideological position or positions of the book, ought to be looked for both in the reporting words of the narrator and in the reported words of his hero, Moses.' We may expect to find reflexes of the narrator's speech in the hero's speech and vice-versa on any or all compositional planes of the book. In the light of our remarks above about the nature of the lawcode itself, both words, that of the narrator and that of Moses, will be "double voiced." To this extent, perhaps the most basic literary question to be raised about the Book of Deuteronomy is this: if it is clear that this book is, in Bakhtin's terms, an overt monologue (that is, its narrator is clearly stating "As far as our main ideological stance is concerned, Moses and I are one"), to what extent may we characterize the book (in its compositional structure again in Bakhtin's terms) as a hidden dialogue or even a hidden polemic? Are there competing and equally weighted points of view represented in Deuteronomy? Certainly concerning the question of ideology, it would be misguided to attribute dominant viewpoints solely to the narrator or solely to Moses. The implied author of this work will use the words of his narrator and those of Moses in various interlocking dialogic ways to help represent his own ideological viewpoint or viewpoints. A main task, therefore, of even a preliminary literary analysis of the Book of Deuteronomy is to examine both the words of the narrator and those of Moses to find, and then describe, the double-voiced, internally dialogized nature of each major speaker in the book. This task would involve drawing some conclusions about whether the Book of Deuteronomy is a strict dialogue in Bakhtin's terms, that is, the representation of two equally weighted voices, or rather only the apparent dialogue of opposing voices, one of which is subordinated to the other by a monologic author.' 
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